444	LEGITIMACY AND LEGITIMATION
are involved'.1 It is further submitted that on the analogy of
Armitage v. A-G.2 it also applies to a case where the adoption,
though not accomplished in the common domicil of the parties,
is nevertheless recognized as effective by the law of that domicil.
Problem     A more difficult problem arises where the parties have no
where common domicil. Will, for instance, the English court recog-
nfanu^c nize an adoption in France, where the adopter is domiciled, of
different an infant domiciled in Italy? Is it sufficient that one of these
°miclslaws should be satisfied, and if so which? Or, must both be
satisfied?3 There is no agreement upon the question among
foreign legal systems. In some the "personal law of the infant
governs, in others the personal law of the adopter is preferred,
but in many the doctrine of cumulation prevails by which the
personal law of both parties must be satisfied.4 There is no
doubt that at any rate in principle the last solution is correct.
Adoption changes the status of both parties, and therefore to
attract extra-territorial recognition it must be valid according to
each lex domicilii.
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The pre-     When we turn from principle to practice we find that the
ofEngUshjudges have not been impressed by the suggestion that for
law the purposes of succession under an English will or intestacy
, adoption is inpari materia with legitimation. In fact, the present
1 view seems to be that for this purpose no adoption will be
• recognized unless it has been effected under the English
[statute. There are only two decisions to be considered.5
r.n re witty     The first of these is In re Wilby** where the facts were as
-follows:	*=*-~zr~~
Mrs. A adopted ^according to the law of Burma at a time
when all three parties were domiciled in that country. The parties
subsequently acquired an English domicil and JCdied intestate, where-
upon Mrs. A (her husband having died), applied for letters of ad-
ministration as being the mother of X.
\ Barnaul J.jield, however, that she was not entitled to succeed
*s\ to the intestate child's estate. The learned judge, "though
1 B. D. Inglis, 6 /. W C.L.Q. 203. The whole of this article merits close
attention.
,
3	See the discussion by Kahn -Freund, The Growth of Internationalism in
English Private International Law, pp. 82-88.
4	57 L.Q.R. 123; Wolff, P. 398; 5 /. & C.L.Q. 209-10.
5	In re Wilson, [1954] Ch. 733 is not relevant, since the adoption was in
Quebec where the adopter was not domiciled.
6	[1956] P. 174; 5 /. tf C.L.Q. 210-13.

